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domestic priorities. Just as our mili-
tary needs the resources it requires to 
do the tough job we ask of them, we 
have critical issues here at home. 

It is equally crucial to us—not more, 
not less—that we deal with the opioid 
crisis, where so many men and women, 
young men and young women in the 
flower of their lives, are passing on be-
cause of addiction. There is not enough 
enforcement at the borders, particu-
larly preventing the evil fentanyl from 
coming in, and not enough treatment, 
so that when a young person, whether 
it is a veteran or anybody else, has this 
horrible addiction, they get the treat-
ment to overcome it. 

Veterans. They have to wait so long 
in line, many of them with PTSD, for 
opioid treatment and treatment for 
other ailments. They shouldn’t have 
to. They weren’t waiting in line when 
they were in Afghanistan or Iraq fight-
ing for us. 

Pensions. The heartland of America 
for decades has been our industrial 
complexes, our industrial might in our 
States, our Central States. Every 
week, every month these men and 
women put money into their pension 
plans, and now, because of the vicissi-
tudes of the stock market and manage-
ment, that money ain’t there. It is our 
job through the PBGC to give them the 
pensions they deserve. No one is going 
to get rich on a pension, but at least 
they can retire in a life with some dig-
nity. 

On top of that, we must get a 
healthcare package done. The bill as 
proposed by BILL NELSON and SUSAN 
COLLINS on reinsurance, the bill as pro-
posed by PATTY MURRAY and LAMAR 
ALEXANDER on CSRs, as well as com-
munity health centers, the extenders 
that help so many of our rural hos-
pitals, and other healthcare issues have 
to get done. 

We must pass a disaster relief pack-
age. Many of our States need help, just 
as New York needed help several years 
ago when we didn’t get all the support 
we wanted from the very States that 
are now asking us for money. 

And, of course, we must finally pass 
a bill to protect the Dreamers. 

The American people are clamoring 
for our two parties to work together to 
get things done. After a year of par-
tisanship and strife, during which the 
governing majority hardly attempted 
to compromise, we now must move for-
ward in a bipartisan way if we are 
going to finish the task at hand on the 
budget, on healthcare, on disaster aid, 
and on DACA. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:30 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. PORTMAN). 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR—Continued 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I ask to 

be recognized to speak in opposition to 
Governor Powell’s nomination to serve 
as Chair of the Federal Reserve Bank. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I am 
concerned that as Chair of the Fed, 
Governor Powell will roll back critical 
rules that help guard against another 
financial crisis, and that is simply a 
risk we cannot afford. 

While big banks have bounced back 
from the 2008 financial crisis and are 
posting record profits, many American 
families are still trying to rebuild their 
lives 10 years later. Yet Governor Pow-
ell seems to think that the No. 1 prob-
lem with our current financial system 
is that we are too hard on the banks. In 
his confirmation hearing, he said that 
he would ‘‘continue to consider appro-
priate ways to ease regulatory bur-
dens.’’ When I asked him if there were 
a single financial rule he thought 
should be stronger—just a single provi-
sion in one of the Fed’s dozens of rules 
where there might be an unintended 
loophole or where an innovative prod-
uct has introduced a new risk into the 
system—he couldn’t name a single one. 
Not one. 

In my questions for the record, I also 
asked Governor Powell about a report 
that the Treasury Department put out 
last June. This report was really just a 
cut-and-paste job of the banking lobby-
ists’ wish lists for rule rollbacks. Gov-
ernor Powell could not identify any 
recommendations in that report that 
he disagreed with. Again, not a single 
one. 

That is not all. At Governor Powell’s 
confirmation hearing, when my Repub-
lican colleague Senator KENNEDY asked 
him about whether there are any insti-
tutions today that are too big to fail, 
Governor Powell said: ‘‘I would say no 
to that.’’ Governor Powell expanded on 
that statement in his answers to my 
written questions, saying that ‘‘we 
have made enough progress that the 
failure of one of our most systemically 
important financial institutions, while 
undoubtedly posing a severe shock to 
the economy, could more likely than 
not be resolved without critically un-
dermining the financial stability of the 
United States.’’ 

First of all, that is an incredibly nar-
row definition of what too big to fail 
means. But second of all, and more im-
portantly, Governor Powell’s view is 
out of step with the mainstream of se-
rious experts. Giant institutions still 
have the ability to blow up our econ-
omy, and that is the biggest problem 
facing the Fed and other regulators. 

I am deeply concerned that as soon 
as Governor Powell unpacks his boxes 
in the Chairman’s office, he will begin 
weakening the new rules that Congress 
and the Fed had put in place after the 
2008 financial crisis, and he will have 
help. Right down the hall will be his 

close friend, Randal Quarles, the Fed’s 
new Vice Chair for Supervision. Gov-
ernor Powell told me when we met that 
he intended to rely a lot on Vice Chair 
Quarles on regulatory issues. That is a 
really dangerous prospect. 

Before coming to the Fed, Vice Chair 
Quarles spent more than a decade in 
private equity, where he made his 
mark arguing for weaker rules on big 
banks—and he has gotten a running 
start now that he is in the Fed. In a 
speech a few weeks ago at his old pri-
vate equity firm, Quarles announced 
that he was working on reducing cap-
ital standards for Wall Street banks, 
weakening the Volcker rule, and mak-
ing stress tests easier for big banks to 
pass. In other words, he has already set 
up his to-do list to gut measures put in 
place after the financial crisis that are 
there to try to keep our economy safer. 

So Governor Powell says that he will 
take his cues from a guy who wants to 
get rid of as many rules as he can and 
take the teeth out of the rules that he 
can’t. No thank you. That will make 
American families less safe. It will 
make the American economy less safe. 

To make matters worse, Powell’s 
gifts to the giant banks will come at a 
time when banks of all sizes made gi-
gantic profits last year and got giant 
tax giveaways in the bill that was 
passed in December. Good grief, when 
will enough be enough for these guys? 
But even with the banks rolling in 
money, the army of lobbyists and ex-
ecutives have come back, storming 
Capitol Hill and the halls of the Fed, 
spinning a story that financial rules 
are throttling them and need to be cut 
back. 

We need a Fed Chair who can stand 
up to Wall Street and think about the 
needs of working families in this coun-
try. We need someone who believes in 
the toughest rules for banks, not in 
weaker rules for banks. That person is 
not Governor Powell. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that notwith-
standing rule XXII, the Senate vote on 
the motion to invoke cloture on the 
Powell nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Pursuant to rule XXII, the Chair lays 

before the Senate the pending cloture 
motion, which the clerk will state. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
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move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Jerome H. Powell, of Maryland, to 
be Chairman of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System for a term of 
four years. 

Mitch McConnell, John Boozman, Jerry 
Moran, Marco Rubio, Deb Fischer, 
John Barrasso, Richard Burr, Ben 
Sasse, Richard C. Shelby, Cory Gard-
ner, Mike Crapo, James E. Risch, Shel-
ley Moore Capito, John Hoeven, Dan 
Sullivan, Rob Portman, John Thune. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call is waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the nomination 
of Jerome H. Powell, of Maryland, to 
be Chairman of the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System, shall be 
brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Tennessee (Mr. CORKER), the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), the 
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
SCOTT), and the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. TILLIS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HOEVEN). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 84, 
nays 12, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 18 Ex.] 
YEAS—84 

Alexander 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Brown 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cassidy 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Daines 
Donnelly 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Flake 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hassan 
Hatch 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hirono 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Klobuchar 
Lankford 
Leahy 
Manchin 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 

Murray 
Nelson 
Perdue 
Peters 
Portman 
Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Toomey 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 
Young 

NAYS—12 

Blumenthal 
Booker 
Cruz 
Feinstein 

Gillibrand 
Harris 
Lee 
Markey 

Merkley 
Paul 
Sanders 
Warren 

NOT VOTING—4 

Corker 
McCain 

Scott 
Tillis 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 84, the nays are 12. 

The motion is agreed to. 
The senior Senator from the State of 

South Dakota. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that notwith-

standing rule XXII, at 5 p.m., all 
postcloture time be considered expired 
and the Senate vote on confirmation of 
the Powell nomination; that if con-
firmed, the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table, the President be immediately 
notified of the Senate’s action, and the 
Senate then vote on the motion to in-
voke cloture on the Azar nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FUNDING THE GOVERNMENT AND TAX REFORM 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I am glad 

that Democrats decided that they 
needed to reopen the government. The 
political theater they engaged in over 
the weekend endangered funding for 
our military, threatened the future of 
the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram, and created uncertainty about 
important government services, from 
programs for veterans, to worker and 
product safety, to public health. And 
for what? For politics. Democrats were 
feeling pressure from certain interest 
groups within their party, and so they 
decided to use the government funding 
bill to take a stand on an unrelated il-
legal immigration issue. It didn’t mat-
ter that Republicans had already ex-
pressed an interest in working on an 
immigration bill with Democrats or 
that the deadline for such a bill was 
not imminent. No, Democrats weren’t 
getting the bill that they and their in-
terest groups wanted, when they want-
ed it, so they decided to jeopardize the 
operation of the entire government. 

Unfortunately, obstructing for polit-
ical reasons has been the Democrats’ 
modus operandi so far this Congress. 
Democrats were supposedly fervent ad-
vocates of extending the Children’s 
Health Insurance Program, but they 
chose to obstruct the substantial 6- 
year extension of CHIP included in the 
government funding bill because they 
wanted to make a political point. On 
Presidential nominees, they have ob-
structed and obstructed again, even 
when they planned to eventually sup-
port the nominee. And of course I don’t 
need to remind anyone of Democrats’ 
refusal to accept Republicans’ offer to 
work together on tax reform—this, of 
course, despite the fact that Democrats 
had previously called for tax reform 
and supported many of the proposals 
that were included in the law. 

Obviously, there are going to be dis-
agreements in politics, sometimes very 
serious ones. Sometimes opposing leg-
islation is absolutely the right thing to 
do, but opposing legislation because 
you have a serious disagreement with 
it and opposing legislation for political 
reasons are two very different things. 
But unfortunately, since their defeat in 
the 2016 elections, Democrats have 
spent a lot of time doing the latter. 
That is irresponsible, it is short-
sighted, and it is a disservice to their 
constituents. Democrats are missing 
the chance to help deliver major bene-
fits for the American people. 

That tax reform legislation Demo-
crats fiercely decried despite their pre-

vious support for many of the included 
proposals, well, that legislation, which 
has been the law of the land for barely 
a month, is already delivering big ben-
efits for the American people. More 
than 200 companies have announced 
wage hikes, 401(k) increases, and/or bo-
nuses. 

The Nation’s largest private em-
ployer, Walmart, announced an in-
crease in its starting wage for hourly 
employees and bonuses for eligible em-
ployees. It also announced expanded 
maternity and parental leave benefits 
and the creation of a new adoption ben-
efit for their employees. More than 1 
million Walmart employees will ben-
efit from the changes. 

Tech giant Apple announced last 
week that thanks to tax reform, it will 
bring home almost $250 billion in cash 
that it has been keeping overseas and 
invest it here in the United States. It 
also announced that it will create 
20,000 new jobs and provide $2,500 stock 
bonuses to employees. 

The list goes on—better retirement 
benefits at Aflac; increased capital in-
vestment and bonuses at AT&T; bo-
nuses at PNC; increased investment in 
infrastructure and facilities at Boeing; 
a hike in starting wages at Capital 
One; new jobs, bonuses, and investment 
from Fiat Chrysler; bonuses at South-
west, JetBlue, and American Airlines; 
better retirement benefits at Visa; and 
the list goes on and on. There are the 
utility companies that are seeking ap-
proval from the regulators to pass sav-
ings on to consumers. These benefits 
are going to make a real difference in 
families’ lives this year and, in some 
cases, well into the future. 

The main benefits of tax reform are 
still to come. The IRS has released the 
new withholding tables for the tax law, 
and Americans should start seeing the 
results in February. Thanks to lower 
income tax rates and the near doubling 
of the standard deduction, 90 percent of 
American workers should see bigger 
paychecks starting next month. On top 
of that, the doubling of the child tax 
credit will mean even greater tax relief 
for hard-working parents, and that is 
just the beginning. 

One major goal of tax reform was to 
provide immediate, direct relief to 
hard-working Americans, and that is 
happening right now. But our other 
goal was to create the kind of robust, 
long-term economic growth that would 
provide long-term security for Amer-
ican families. That is already starting 
with the wave of wage increases and 
bonuses, but there is a lot more to 
come. As businesses large and small ex-
perience the benefits of tax reform, 
American workers will see increased 
access to the kinds of jobs, wages, and 
opportunities that will secure their 
American dream for the long term. 

I am proud that we passed tax re-
form, and I am very excited about the 
benefits that it is already delivering 
for American families and American 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 23:41 Jan 23, 2018 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G23JA6.006 S23JAPT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S449 January 23, 2018 
workers. We have a lot more to accom-
plish this year, from improving our Na-
tion’s infrastructure to strengthening 
our military, to border security. 

I hope yesterday’s vote to end the 
shutdown is a sign that the Democrats 
are ready to stop obstructing. We can 
get a lot more done for the American 
people when we are working together. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, today, 
we consider the nomination of Federal 
Reserve Board Governor Jerome Powell 
to be Chair of the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System, one of 
the most important jobs in our govern-
ment. The Federal Reserve System is 
the central bank of the United States. 
It is responsible for monetary policy, 
ensuring the stability of the financial 
system and the safety and soundness of 
our banks. 

The Federal Reserve in Washington, 
DC, also has 12 regions or districts 
around the country. One of them is lo-
cated in my hometown of Cleveland. 
Governor Powell has been a member of 
the Federal Reserve Board since 2012. 
He supported important principles of 
monetary policy and critical elements 
of financial regulation. His track 
record over the past 6 years shows that 
he is a thoughtful policymaker. 

As the Chair of the Board of Gov-
ernors, he would lead the Federal Open 
Market Committee within the Federal 
Reserve. Governor Powell supports the 
statutory dual monetary policy goals 
of maximum employment and price 
stability—the cornerstones of a well- 
functioning economy. 

Senator CRAPO, who is joining me 
today, is chairman of the committee. 
We listened to testimony today about 
the nomination of another Fed Gov-
ernor—not the highest position, as the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve, but a 
Federal Reserve Governor—Mr. 
Goodfriend. The answers we elicited 
from him seemed to be, from my inter-
pretation, that it was not clear that he 
has the same belief and respect for the 
dual mandate. The dual mandate, un-
like what the Europeans do, is espe-
cially important for workers in this 
country. In Europe, the only charge of 
the central bank is to keep inflation 
down. In our country, the Federal Re-
serve, what we call our central bank, 
has two jobs equally balanced—the 
dual policy—and that is to keep infla-
tion down and to keep employment up. 
They are maximum employment and 
price stability, the cornerstones of a 
well-functioning economy. 

To advance those policy goals, Gov-
ernor Powell supports the Federal Re-
serve’s current path of gradual in-

creases in interest rates. He believes 
they should continue. At the same 
time, Governor Powell recognizes the 
importance of an independent Federal 
Reserve. That is very important. I 
don’t want Members of Congress—with 
our prejudices, biases, and political 
ideologies—to influence or to com-
promise the independence of the Fed-
eral Reserve. Governor Powell recog-
nizes that independence. He is com-
mitted to following an example of prior 
Federal Reserve Chairs by doing the 
job without a view to political out-
comes. 

Governor Powell played a significant 
role in implementing crucial reforms 
under Dodd-Frank. He understands the 
importance of the rules for stress tests, 
capital standards, and resolution plan-
ning. We need the Federal Reserve to 
make sure that those rules are applied 
thoroughly and consistently so that 
gaps or failures don’t create larger 
risks through the financial system. 

We know that too many people in 
this body seem to have a collective am-
nesia about what happened 10 years 
ago. It is up to us to remind Governor 
Powell, and it is up to him to remem-
ber what happened 10 years ago and to 
learn from it. As Chair, Governor Pow-
ell is responsible for making sure the 
Fed fulfills its consumer protection 
role. 

Americans work hard to make ends 
meet. They shouldn’t have to struggle 
with unfair and abusive practices by fi-
nancial institutions. 

The Trump administration is en-
gaged in an effort to undermine impor-
tant financial system protections and 
reforms put in place in the wake of the 
great recession. 

Governor Powell has seen the devel-
opments in the safety and stability of 
our banks during his time at the Fed. I 
expect him to maintain and to improve 
those standards. Ohioans, still recov-
ering from the last financial crisis, 
can’t afford the consequences of an-
other financial crisis. I know Governor 
Powell wants the Fed to play a part in 
the success of the economy and Amer-
ican families. I call on him to continue 
the Federal Reserve’s measured path 
for monetary policy and to support the 
strong regulations he helped put in 
place. 

For some people, it is easy to forget 
how much damage was done by this 
lack of strong oversight of our finan-
cial system, especially during the last 4 
years of the Bush administration, 
where millions lost their homes. I 
know Chairman CRAPO and I have 
talked about this. The 44105 ZIP Code 
that my wife Connie and I live in, in 
Cleveland, in the first half of 2007, we 
had more foreclosures in that ZIP Code 
than any ZIP Code in the United 
States. Think of what it does to peo-
ple’s lives. Think of what it does to our 
families. Millions of people lost homes, 
millions lost jobs, millions lost much 
of their life savings. 

For the wealthiest Americans, the 
nearly 9 years of gains in the stock 

market makes the crash of a decade 
ago a distant memory, but for the vast 
majority of Americans who have little 
in direct holdings in the stock market 
and not too much in other areas either, 
their wages have been flat, and many 
still have not recovered from the crisis. 

The Fed’s latest survey of household 
wealth indicates—get this—44 percent 
of Americans can’t cover an emergency 
expense of $400. Forty-four percent of 
Americans can’t cover an emergency 
expense of $400 without selling some-
thing or borrowing. For some, if their 
car breaks down, and they need $400 to 
fix their car to get to work, they have 
to go to a payday lender, and then 
their trouble starts. Then they have to 
go get a second payday loan and then a 
third payday loan. 

Income inequality is the worst since 
the 1920s. The racial wealth gap is 
enormous. The median Black house-
hold has only $11,000 to its name, one- 
twelfth of its White counterpart. 

The Fed can’t solve all of our prob-
lems, but it can make them worse. 
Right now, the Fed seems puzzled by 
why low unemployment is not pro-
ducing more inflation. Perhaps it is be-
cause more Americans are struggling 
paycheck to paycheck. They can’t bid 
up the price of goods until they get out 
of debt. Yet even in the face of contin-
ued low inflation, there are those push-
ing for rate increases to give bond-
holders better returns. Others want to 
go back to some of the same banking 
practices that brought about the finan-
cial crisis. 

The independence of the Fed is crit-
ical but only if it is used to make deci-
sions based on data and experience, not 
ideology. That is exactly what Ben 
Bernanke and Janet Yellen did over 
the past decade in helping to guide the 
Nation to one of the longest lasting re-
coveries in our history. 

Go back to the year 2010. We know 
when President Obama took office, we 
were losing 800,000 jobs per month in 
this country—700,000 the second 
month—hundreds of thousands, mil-
lions of jobs at the beginning of his ad-
ministration. 

Starting in 2010, in large part because 
of the auto rescue and other things, our 
economy began to turn around. Since 
2010, we have had job growth in every 
single quarter—every single quarter— 
since the auto rescue. President Trump 
loves to take credit for the job growth 
month after month. The fact is, it was 
launched early in the Obama years, and 
we have been able to sustain it—not 
economic growth to the level we want, 
not job growth to the level we want, 
certainly not pay increases to the level 
we want but something. 

I hope Governor Powell will uphold 
that tradition that Chairman Bernanke 
and Chairwoman Yellen began. 

I plan to support Governor Powell’s 
nomination. I urge my colleagues to do 
the same. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I, too, 
rise in support of the nomination of the 
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Honorable Jerome, or ‘‘Jay,’’ Powell to 
be the Chairman of the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System. 

I appreciate this opportunity to im-
mediately follow my colleague Senator 
BROWN, as he and I serve together in 
leading the Banking Committee on 
critical issues like this. Senator BROWN 
has very well described a number of the 
critical aspects of what this nomina-
tion means to America. I don’t think 
there is any overstating the impor-
tance of this nomination—one of the 
very few most important nominations 
any President gets to make. 

The Federal Reserve Chairman plays 
a critical role in shaping the U.S. and 
global economic landscape as well as 
the regulations affecting financial in-
stitutions and markets. 

If confirmed to this position, Gov-
ernor Powell would be central to ensur-
ing a safe and sound financial system 
while also supporting a vibrant, grow-
ing economy. He will play a key role in 
right-sizing Federal regulations and al-
leviating unnecessary burdens, a stated 
goal of the Federal Reserve. He would 
also Chair the Federal Open Market 
Committee, the body charged with 
making key decisions for the Nation’s 
monetary policy. 

Governor Powell has a unique back-
ground, which will help him lead the 
Federal Reserve. He has demonstrated 
his understanding of the markets and 
regulations during his tenure over the 
past 5 years at the Federal Reserve. 

Most recently, he has served as 
Chairman of the Fed’s Committee on 
Supervision and Regulation, a highly 
important and impactful position. 

Governor Powell previously served as 
Assistant Secretary and Under Sec-
retary of the Treasury under President 
George H.W. Bush, where he was re-
sponsible for policy affecting financial 
institutions, the Treasury market, and 
other critical areas of our economy. He 
also has firsthand experience in invest-
ment banking and was a partner in the 
Carlyle Group before being appointed 
to the Board of Governors. 

Governor Powell was reported out of 
the Banking Committee with over-
whelming bipartisan support last year 
and was recently approved again this 
year with near-unanimous support. If 
confirmed to this new role, I look for-
ward to continuing our work together 
with Governor Powell on a host of im-
portant issues before the Banking Com-
mittee. 

I support this nomination today and 
urge all of my colleagues to do the 
same. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent to engage in a colloquy 
with Mr. FLAKE, the Senator from Ari-
zona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EARMARKS 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, if you have 

been following the circus in this town 

long enough, you probably remember 
earmarks, the infamous special inter-
est spending provision that party lead-
ers used to sprinkle over unpopular leg-
islation, sort of like heavily subsidized 
sugar. 

Even if you aren’t familiar with this 
concept, you may be familiar with spe-
cific wasteful earmarks, such as the in-
famous $223 billion ‘‘bridge to no-
where’’ in Alaska or the $3.4 million 
turtle tunnel in Florida, which was 
precisely what it sounds like, a 13-foot- 
long underground tunnel that was in-
tended not for people, not for auto-
mobiles, not for train traffic but for 
turtles, or the so-called ‘‘monuments 
to me,’’ buildings that politicians 
named after themselves. 

Earmarks were everything Ameri-
cans couldn’t stand about Washington, 
DC. They enabled corruption, and they 
facilitated waste. They wreaked of en-
titlement. They were the swamp, and 
then they went away for 7 wonderful 
years and counting. They went away 
because Republicans banned them after 
the 2010 election cycle, when the tea 
party wave rolled through Washington, 
lifted by an anti-cronyism message. 
Now some politicians in the House of 
Representatives are trying to bring 
earmarks back. Now, I have heard 
some bad ideas in my time in the Sen-
ate, but this one takes the cake. 

Just like in a horror movie, the 
swamp thing is coming back to life—or 
at least it is trying to—even after we 
hit it in the face with a shovel. 

Earmark fans never left Washington, 
of course. They have just been lying 
low, waiting for memories of their 
waste and abuse to somehow fade from 
our public consciousness, from our 
awareness, and our discussions about 
Washington. 

Now, 7 years later, these politicians 
and their special interest pals think 
they have found a nifty argument to 
rehabilitate pork-barrel spending. 
They point to the dysfunction in Con-
gress and say earmarks would somehow 
make all of that better. It is a little bit 
like saying: There is a fire over here, 
let’s pour some gasoline on it and see 
what happens. 

Sure, these offenders admit earmarks 
are frequently unseemly. They have to 
acknowledge that. There is no getting 
around that point, but they claim ear-
marks are a kind of industrial lubri-
cant for the sausage-making factory 
that is Congress. 

According to them, bringing ear-
marks back will get the machine 
churning out sausage again, just like 
before. Like many terrible political ar-
guments, this one has some acknowl-
edgeable, superficial appeal. 

Congress is, indeed, dysfunctional, 
and earmarks probably would make it 
easier for some people in Congress, 
some party leaders and others, to buy 
votes for their bills, but why should we 
believe our problems would be solved if 
we just hand more power over to the 
already powerful few in Congress, if we 
make it easier for them to pass un-

popular bills like ObamaCare or mas-
sive amnesty? 

It was the elites from both parties 
who reduced Congress to its present 
lowly state. The public despises Con-
gress, and it certainly is not because 
we killed earmarks. It is because the 
public distrusts the elites who rule 
them and the awful unrepresentative 
laws they passed with the help of ear-
marks, no less, prior to the 2010 elec-
tion cycle, when the American people 
said: Enough is enough when it comes 
to earmarks. 

Now, the fight over earmarks is real-
ly a fight over two very different, com-
peting visions of how Congress should 
govern. The Washington establishment 
likes the current system, where just a 
few lawmakers negotiate and write 
bills behind closed doors. 

This system, itself, works great for 
the swamp. If you like the swamp, then 
you probably love earmarks. It keeps 
cash flowing through certain offices 
and their alumni’s lobbying shops on K 
Street. There are tough decisions made 
in secret without any accountability or 
fidelity to the public, to the people we 
represent. 

This corrupt system excludes all but 
a handful of well-positioned Represent-
atives and Senators. So it effectively 
disenfranchises hundreds of millions of 
Americans whose representatives have 
little say over what actually passes 
into law. Bringing back earmarks 
would only make that situation worse. 

An alternative system would be one 
of transparency, of decentralization, of 
legislative accountability. Representa-
tives and Senators would write legisla-
tion collaboratively in the open for all 
to see, forcing popular compromises 
and, yes, from time to time, taking 
tough votes. 

The reason Congress doesn’t work 
like this right now is because the es-
tablishment is afraid of what the pub-
lic might see and how they might vote 
in response to what they see. Gov-
erning out in the open would require 
Members to do the hard work of learn-
ing about issues before forming coher-
ent positions. 

The present broken system is much 
easier, at least in this critical respect: 
It lets a small handful of lawmakers do 
all the thinking and the scheming, and 
it rewards docile lawmakers with the 
occasional earmark to tout to their 
constituents back home, to tout to 
them as if to ask: Aren’t I wonderful? 

Earmarks would make life better for 
politicians, in other words, but it 
would make life worse for the country, 
much worse. That we are even consid-
ering such a bargain; that it is even 
being discussed as a serious matter in 
the House of Representatives is an in-
sult to logic and is exactly why Con-
gress is held in such widespread public 
disdain. 

Eventually, I believe, Congress will 
reform itself. As the old adage goes: ‘‘If 
something cannot go on forever, it 
won’t,’’ but it will take a lot of painful 
decisions before we get to that point. 
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We will have to struggle hard to extri-
cate ourselves from the mess. 

Bringing back earmarks would rep-
resent a step backward in this strug-
gle—back to cronyism, back to waste, 
and, yes, back to the swamp. This is 
something we cannot allow. This is 
something that cuts against our very 
interests as Americans and as Members 
of an institution that has called itself 
the world’s greatest deliberative legis-
lative body. 

So I would ask my friend from Ari-
zona, Senator FLAKE, for his thoughts 
on the matter and what he thinks 
about the wisdom, or lack thereof, in 
bringing back this horrible tradition. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Utah. Let me just say 
that during a televised, bipartisan 
meeting recently at the White House, 
the President suggested that we might 
be more collegial around here, more ef-
ficient in Congress, if we would just 
bring back earmarks. The reaction 
from the lawmakers present was decid-
edly mixed. Some cheered that declara-
tion, but most of us, I have to say, re-
coiled at the thought. 

As someone who served in Congress 
during the gluttonous earmarking era, 
when pork was used regularly to buy 
and sell Congressmen’s votes, I can tell 
you firsthand this is an idea that no-
body ought to be laughing at or em-
bracing. Amidst public corruption in-
vestigations and a constant stream of 
embarrassing headlines about sweet-
heart deals for family and friends, Con-
gress was forced to place a moratorium 
on earmarks about 7 or 8 years ago. 

Earmarking does not improve the 
legislative process. In fact, it com-
promises Members into ignoring uneth-
ical behavior and voting for bad bills 
that they would otherwise oppose. Re-
member, ObamaCare was approved 
with just a single vote being secured 
with an earmark—the one that was de-
rided as the ‘‘Cornhusker kickback.’’ 
Likewise, when Senators receive ear-
marks, they are agreeing to support 
hundreds of other earmarks stuffed 
into an appropriations bill. 

When people say the appropriations 
process would be a lot smoother, would 
work a lot better with earmarks, I 
would respond by saying that there was 
a period of about 10 years when ear-
marks really hit the high point, in 1994 
or 1995 through 2006. I served in the 
House from 2001 to 2012, and during 
that time we had earmarks for part of 
the time and went without earmarks 
part of the time. And 2005, I think ev-
erybody recognizes, was the high 
point—or the low point, if you want to 
put it that way. There were a total of 
16,000 earmarks spread across 12 appro-
priations bills and 1 authorization bill, 
worth about $30 billion. 

One would think that if we had that 
much to grease the skids in Wash-
ington, we should have been able to 
pass all appropriations measures and 
move through the process. We would 
have a more collegial, compliant body. 
During that time, in 2005—I just 

checked—we passed only five appro-
priations bills in the House—only five. 
We ended up with an omnibus bill, and 
that was when Republicans controlled 
the House, the Senate, and the White 
House. 

So this notion that we have to have 
earmarks, and if we just get back to 
earmarks then this place will run 
smoothly and we will get through the 
appropriations bills—with 16,000 ear-
marks, worth about $30 billion, only 
five appropriations bills were approved. 

We all remember too well the indoor 
rain forest in Iowa, the teapot museum 
in North Carolina, and, of course, the 
bridge to nowhere in Alaska. When a 
challenge was made to that infamous 
bridge and other pork projects, not-so- 
veiled threats were leveled at Senators 
and Members of Congress who dared 
question their colleagues’ projects. 

We simply cannot go back to that 
time. 

I remember well during that time one 
particular episode when we were all in 
HC–5 of the House basement. It was 
during the appropriations season, and 
all of a sudden one Member ran into 
the room just breathless. He had the 
list—the list from the Appropriations 
Committee—as to who was getting the 
earmarks and who wasn’t. It was large-
ly a staff-driven process. But then ev-
erybody would—the thing was, we have 
to get these earmarks; we have to go 
announce them quickly in the House 
before the Senators take credit for 
them. That was the atmosphere at that 
time. That was not a high point. That 
is not something we want to return to. 

I was looking at some of what I said 
in the House at that time and some of 
what I quoted when we were trying to 
get rid of them in 2009. At that time, 
The Hill newspaper had reported that a 
prominent lobbying firm was the sub-
ject of a Federal investigation into po-
tentially corrupt political contribu-
tions. It had given $3.4 million in polit-
ical contributions to no less than 284 
Members of Congress. 

There were lobbying shops that were 
set up for that purpose—simply to be 
at the intersection of earmarks and 
policy. 

The Hill also reported on February 
10, 2009, that this firm, which special-
ized in obtaining earmarks in the de-
fense budget for a long list of clients 
was ‘‘recently raided by the FBI.’’ 

The New York Times noted that the 
same lobbyist for that firm ‘‘set up 
shop at the busy intersection between 
political fundraising and taxpayer 
spending, directing tens of millions of 
dollars in contributions to lawmakers 
while steering hundreds of millions of 
dollars in earmark contracts back to 
his clients.’’ 

This is a process that simply is too 
tough to police when it gets this way. 

During my time in the House, over a 
series of a number of years, I went to 
the House floor literally hundreds of 
times to challenge individual earmarks 
in these spending projects. For those 
who think that you can go and chal-

lenge these earmarks and have some-
body say ‘‘Yes, all right, I didn’t want 
to spend money on that teapot museum 
anyway; that is a bad idea,’’ that rare-
ly happened. In the hundreds of times I 
went to the floor to challenge earmark 
spending, there was only one vote that 
I won—only one in hundreds of times. 
That is because the process of log-
rolling takes over, where one Member 
will say: I will protect your earmark if 
you protect mine. It was more likely 
that I would get 30, 40, 50 votes, and if 
I was challenging a popular appropri-
ator, I would get even fewer because 
nobody wanted to challenge them be-
cause their own earmarks would be 
threatened. 

This is not a process that we want to 
go back to. This is not something that 
we should be proud of in our history. 
Several of our colleagues ended up in 
jail. One of them actually had an ear-
mark bribe menu printed, in hand, on 
his congressional letterhead which 
read: If you want an earmark for this 
much, here is what it will cost you, 
under the table. He ended up doing 
time in prison. Not every Member did 
that, obviously, but it is a process that 
is too difficult to control. 

Here is the worst part about ear-
marks generally. Some will say that it 
is just a fraction of spending; it is just 
a couple of percentage points off the 
Federal budget, which is true. But the 
problem is, once you get back into ear-
marking, the Appropriations Com-
mittee spends an inordinate amount of 
time—the majority of its time—focus-
ing on that 1 or 2 percentage points of 
the funding and gives up its oversight 
responsibilities on the other 98 percent 
of the budget. 

We simply don’t do the oversight 
that we should be doing on the Federal 
agencies and how they spend this 
money. That is the worst part of ear-
marking—that we simply give up over-
sight. Yes, we pay a lot of attention to 
that 1 or 2 percent of funding, but we 
give up oversight on the rest, effec-
tively. 

So I hope we don’t go there. That is 
why I am introducing bipartisan legis-
lation, joined by my colleague from 
Utah, to permanently ban all congres-
sional earmarking. Senators MCCAS-
KILL, TOOMEY, MCCAIN, LEE, PORTMAN, 
JOHNSON, RUBIO, ERNST, FISCHER, and 
SASSE are all on as cosponsors. I hope 
that when this is brought to the floor, 
it passes, and we don’t go back to this 
practice of earmarking. 

I turn back to my colleague from 
Utah to hear what other thoughts he 
has on the subject. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I am grate-
ful for the work that has been done by 
the Senator from Arizona on this topic. 

One of the first times I remember 
seeing the Senator from Arizona on 
TV, many years before I was elected to 
the Senate, was while he was serving in 
the House of Representatives. I saw 
him interviewed on national television, 
talking about this issue—talking about 
the corruption that inevitably flows 
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from a system that allows for favors 
like these to be handed out. I remem-
ber the immense respect I had for this 
man whom I did not yet know and 
wouldn’t come to know for another 
decade or so, but who was willing to 
call out something that he believed 
was contrary to public policy, contrary 
to any system that would result in a 
good consequence, a good outcome for 
the American people. 

I also appreciate the comment he 
made a moment ago about a familiar 
refrain by defenders of earmarks. Sen-
ator FLAKE mentioned that over time 
people would point out that earmarks 
were, even during their heyday, maybe 
representing a couple of percentage 
points of total Federal spending. Well, 
that may be true, if you want to put it 
that way, in those terms, as they inevi-
tably did at the time, quite persist-
ently. But it overlooks a few things. It 
is a much larger percentage, of course, 
of discretionary spending, and of do-
mestic nondefense discretionary spend-
ing could even be a larger percentage. 
But more to the point, something that 
is only 2 percent doesn’t necessarily 
mean that it is having a favorable im-
pact and that it is not having an im-
pact that is itself very significant. 

When you look at a mile-long train, 
the engine car might represent only 
about 2 percent of the total length of 
the train, but it is what is driving the 
train. It is what is determining where 
the train goes, and if that train is 
going in a wrong direction, that can be 
very bad. So I have always found 
unpersuasive the initially persuasive 
argument that this is just a tiny seg-
ment of Federal spending. 

At the end of the day, earmarks rep-
resent everything that we are uncom-
fortable with about Washington. Mov-
ing back to them would represent a de-
parture from a very favorable reform 
that we had in this body 7 years ago. 

So I would ask Senator FLAKE, who 
has served in Congress longer than I 
have and who has seen this, to tell us 
what he fears most about bringing 
back earmarks. 

Mr. FLAKE. Well, I thank the Sen-
ator from Utah. One of the things I fear 
most is that we are having a tough 
enough time controlling spending. 

Dr. Coburn, who served in the 
House—I admired his time there. He 
went after earmarks and after a lot of 
these appropriations, and he did the 
same thing when he came to the Sen-
ate until the last day he was here. He 
had a saying. He said: ‘‘Earmarks are 
the gateway drug to . . . spending ad-
diction.’’ 

What he meant by that is if you give 
an earmark in an appropriations bill, 
some people will say ‘‘Well, it is just an 
earmark for a couple of million dollars 
for a Rock and Roll Hall of Fame’’— 
that was actually one. The problem is, 
once you get your earmark there, you 
are obligated to support that entire 
bill, no matter how ballooned it be-
comes. 

During the period, particularly in 
2001 to 2006, boy, we bloated up a lot of 

appropriations bills. We were running 
basically at almost a surplus in 2001, 
and by the time we got to 2006, it was 
anything but, and nondefense discre-
tionary spending and defense spending 
related to earmarks increased signifi-
cantly. It just was not a good trend. 

So what I fear most is that we have 
been able to have some control on non-
defense discretionary spending, and the 
growth of that has been slower than 
other things, but once you start get-
ting earmarks in these bills, then you 
will be obligated to support them no 
matter what. Then you support bloated 
appropriations bills just to protect 
your earmark. The process of log-
rolling takes effect—I protect yours if 
you protect mine. 

That is one thing I fear. 
I turn it back to the Senator from 

Utah. 
Mr. LEE. Mr. President, Senator 

Coburn said this is the ‘‘gateway drug’’ 
for big government. That is such an ap-
propriate analogy. It reminds me of a 
news clip that I saw a couple of years 
before I ran for the U.S. Senate, when 
there was coverage of a very large 
spending bill that came up short—and 
those on the news commented at the 
time: Well, it is well understood in 
Washington that what is now going to 
have to happen is they are going to 
have to add probably tens of billions of 
dollars to this bill, which they will do, 
and they will end up getting it passed 
by adding these ‘‘sweeteners’’ as they 
call them—earmarks, essentially—in 
order to get people to vote for them for 
the same reason that Senator FLAKE 
just mentioned. 

The dangers of bringing back ear-
marks are numerous, and it is my 
strong view that we should not do that. 
We should avoid this like the plague. 

Thank you. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SENATE REFORM 
Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, the Sen-

ate voted yesterday to reopen the gov-
ernment. I am glad that cooler heads 
and bipartisan good will prevailed be-
fore too much damage was done, but 
where do we go from here? 

The leadership of both Houses needs 
to negotiate appropriations caps for 
the rest of this year and all of next 
year. We all need to do our part to 
make sure this is done immediately. As 
a matter of fact, half of that job is 
practically done. Our colleagues in the 
House have a promise from the Speaker 
of the House to consider a Defense ap-
propriations bill at the spending level 
set by the most recent National De-
fense Authorization Act. That amount 
is $700 billion and represents an in-
crease of $88.6 billion over last year’s 
enacted spending level—a welcome de-
velopment. It would seem to make 

sense for this body to adopt that figure 
in the Senate bill, and the job would be 
halfway done. I hope our leaders will 
not wait until the week after next to 
get us an agreement on domestic 
spending. 

Let’s not approach the next few days 
as if the battle lines are again drawn. 
Rather than using the coming days to 
suit up for the next showdown, perhaps 
we can work to strengthen the Senate 
so that it does the governing that our 
Founders envisioned, the governing 
that the statesmen who preceded us 
have protected. Americans do their 
jobs day in and day out, and they ex-
pect the same hard work from their 
elected representatives in Washington. 

In this regard, I would like to call at-
tention to an op-ed by radio host Hugh 
Hewitt that was published online yes-
terday by the Washington Post. It is ti-
tled ‘‘How to end the Senate’s aston-
ishing dysfunction’’—a pretty graphic 
title for an op-ed. Mr. Hewitt warns 
that the institution of the Senate is 
‘‘careening toward widespread con-
tempt, as happened to its Roman pred-
ecessor even before the emperors 
turned it into a fancy advisory coun-
cil.’’ One might be inclined to agree 
given the events of the past few days. 
Indeed, we have reached an embar-
rassing low point where a government 
shutdown is wrongly used as a bar-
gaining chip for merely political gain. 
Mr. Hewitt concludes, ‘‘It would be 
best for both parties to head off change 
imposed from pressure from the outside 
with change organically orchestrated 
from within by those with care for the 
body and its original design.’’ 

There are plenty of experts with 
ideas on how to create a more efficient 
and more effective Senate. Those ideas 
should be welcomed now. But those of 
us who took an oath in this Chamber 
and serve with the great legacy of this 
institution cannot stay on the side-
lines. We occupy a unique position to 
drive reforms and to make the Senate 
better, ensuring its existence and its 
success for the next generation. 

There is real hope that these reforms 
have already begun. For example, there 
has been support by both Democrats 
and Republicans to change the proce-
dural rules on executive and judicial 
nominations, shortening postcloture 
debate from 30 hours to 8 hours. The 
Democratic-led Senate passed this rule 
on a temporary basis in 2013, with bi-
partisan support. Our colleague from 
Oklahoma, Senator LANKFORD, has a 
thoughtful proposal. He suggests that 
we permanently shorten postcloture 
debate on executive and judicial nomi-
nations. I agree with this proposal. The 
practice of confirming noncontrover-
sial nominees is a courtesy historically 
given without needless delay to who-
ever occupies the Oval Office, to whom-
ever the public has installed as Presi-
dent, Democrat and Republican alike. 

Delays are not only inconvenient as 
the new administration tries to put its 
team in place, but more importantly, 
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delays keep highly qualified individ-
uals from serving the American peo-
ple—sometimes in positions affecting 
our national security or delivering dis-
aster response. 

Like Mr. Hewitt, I believe we can do 
more to make the Senate work for the 
American people with ‘‘an overhaul of 
its rules’’ that ‘‘preserves the rights of 
the minority in some cases . . . while 
also reflecting the speed at which the 
world moves today.’’ 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the op-ed by Mr. Hewitt be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 22, 2018] 

HOW TO END THE SENATE’S ASTONISHING 
DYSFUNCTION 

(By Hugh Hewitt) 

Remember Roscoe Conkling? Few people 
do even though for many years the New 
Yorker was the ‘‘first man’’ in the Senate 
and king of patronage. 

How about Henry Cabot Lodge? ‘‘Some-
thing about the League of Nations?’’ you 
ask, if you are going off your college days or 
AP history prep. ‘‘No, wait, Nixon’s running 
mate!’’ you say, and head to Wikipedia to 
discover both fragments of memory are 
right. The Lodges were a father-and-son 
team of senators. 

How about Robert Taft and Mike Mans-
field? Lyndon Johnson was preceded as Sen-
ate majority leader by the man known as 
‘‘Mr. Republican’’ and followed by the good 
and decent Mansfield, who went on to be a 
good and decent ambassador to Japan under 
Presidents Jimmy Carter and Ronald 
Reagan. (When was the last time anyone 
thought of a senator as such a statesman 
that he or she could serve as ambassador to 
a key ally for more than a decade under 
presidents from both parties?) 

The point is that the Senate as an institu-
tion is—or was—quite the work of genius, 
but its individual members, no matter how 
famous in their day, fade into background 
characters in presidential biographies. (And 
most presidential biographies don’t really 
get read all that much.) Now the Senate 
itself is careening toward widespread con-
tempt, as happened to its Roman predecessor 
even before the emperors turned it into a 
fancy advisory council. 

Whether the decline began with the 
sliming of Robert Bork or the segregationist 
filibusters of civil rights legislation, the 
modern Senate has been on a downward spi-
ral for some time, and even current Senate 
majority leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.), 
the Senate’s most able leader of my lifetime, 
isn’t shrewd enough to reverse the trajectory 
in the public’s eyes. After another govern-
ment shutdown, President Trump and others 
are pushing hard to make the apparently 
dysfunctional upper chamber a purely 
majoritarian place. McConnell resists this, 
knowing that the rights of the minority 
party are (or at least used to be) key impedi-
ments on the country rushing into dangerous 
waters. 

What the Senate needs is an overhaul of its 
rules, one that preserves the rights of the 
minority in some cases—key legislation, for 
example, and perhaps appointments to the 
Supreme Court—while also reflecting the 
speed at which the world moves today. Sim-
ple majorities on appropriations and time 
limits on debate over minor nominees are 
two obvious reforms. They could be traded 
for agreement on the high court vacancies, 

formalizing the modern precedent estab-
lished by McConnell of no nominations in an 
election year but consideration and votes on 
nominees from the year prior such as An-
thony M. Kennedy. The same deal could also 
include changes to the ‘‘Byrd Rule,’’ which 
gives the Senate parliamentarian broad sway 
over what is allowed under budget reconcili-
ation—an extraconstitutional expansion of 
the parliamentarian’s powers that makes 
sense only under a Cubist understanding of 
how the Senate is supposed to operate. 

Now, with the shock of the shutdown very 
palpable, McConnell and his minority coun-
terpart, Charles E. Schumer (D-N.Y.), should 
empower a small group of widely liked and 
respected members to fashion a package of 
reforms with the only guarantee being that 
their work product receive an up-or-down 
vote made effective by a simple majority. 

The Senate’s dysfunction is astonishing to 
Americans who have to make things actually 
run and who have to do their jobs to keep 
their jobs. Trump has shrewdly taken aim at 
the Senate’s vulnerability as an issue. It 
would be best for both parties to head off 
change imposed from pressure from the out-
side with change organically orchestrated 
from within by those with care for the body 
and its original design. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, we can 
do more to streamline nominations, 
and we can do more to prevent the next 
budget stand-off. 

I want to remind my colleagues of 
the bipartisan work that has been done 
by Senate Appropriations members— 
Republican and Democratic—in just 
the past year. Eight of the twelve an-
nual appropriations bills passed out of 
committee last year. Most passed 
unanimously, with unanimous votes 
from Republicans and Democrats in the 
full Appropriations Committee. The re-
maining four were released as chair-
man’s marks. 

Let me recount the work that was 
done last year. 

On July 13, 2017, the full Appropria-
tions Committee, on a bipartisan basis, 
unanimously approved the fiscal year 
2018 Military Construction and Vet-
erans Affairs and Related Agencies ap-
propriations bill. The vote was 31 to 0. 

On July 20, 2017, the committee 
unanimously—again by a vote of 31 to 
0—approved the fiscal year 2018 Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies appropriations bill. 

Also on July 20, the committee ap-
proved the fiscal year 2018 Energy and 
Water Development appropriations bill 
by a vote of 30 to 1—still an over-
whelming bipartisan vote on the part 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

On July 27, 2017, the Appropriations 
Committee unanimously, by a vote of 
31 to 0, approved the fiscal year 2018 
Transportation, Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations Act. 

Also on July 27, the Appropriations 
Committee approved the fiscal year 
2018 Commerce, Justice, Science, and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act. 
That was by a vote of 30 to 1—over-
whelmingly bipartisan. 

On the same day, July 27, the com-
mittee unanimously approved the fis-
cal year 2018 Legislative Branch appro-
priations bill. 

I could go on and on. Two more: 
In 2017, the full Appropriations Com-

mittee approved the Labor, Health and 
Human Services, Education, and Re-
lated Agencies appropriations Bill. The 
vote then was a little closer—29 to 2— 
but still overwhelmingly bipartisan by 
a pretty evenly divided Appropriations 
Committee. 

On September 7—well before the end 
of the fiscal year—the Senate Appro-
priations Committee unanimously ap-
proved the 2018 Department of State, 
Foreign Operations, and Related Pro-
grams appropriations bill. 

All of these bills and then four chair-
man’s marks have been available to 
this Senate for consideration, and not 
a single one of them has been brought 
to the floor. What would be the reason 
for that? I think Members of the ma-
jority would say it is because we 
couldn’t get 60 votes for cloture on a 
motion to proceed, and realizing that 
we couldn’t get the 60 votes, we decided 
not to burn the time that we needed for 
other considerations, such as nomina-
tions or tax reform or other legislation 
that had a chance. Members of the mi-
nority party would probably say we 
couldn’t get to a realistic caps agree-
ment for domestic spending and for de-
fense spending, and so there was no 
point in doing that, so we wouldn’t 
agree to the 60 votes. But for whatever 
reason, citizens should know and Mem-
bers should know that the Appropria-
tions Committee did its work, and they 
had bills within the caps available to 
them, that were available for consider-
ation. Yet, for whatever reason, they 
were not allowed to come to the floor 
for a vote. 

Shouldn’t we make a commitment to 
at least bring one bill or at least a 
minibus, combining three bills, to the 
floor and see if Members can work 
their will during this calendar year of 
2018? 

Annual appropriations bills should be 
passed in committee and then should 
come to the floor for a vote. This is 
how the spending process ought to 
work. We can do that more easily with 
a budget deal. We can do it with a bi-
partisan agreement on spending caps, 
which is the next big item to be nego-
tiated. We need to eliminate sequestra-
tion, and we need to agree to defense 
and domestic spending levels. As I say, 
the work is already halfway done for 
us. A parade of weeks- or months-long 
continuing resolutions is not how we 
should be funding the government, and 
we have a resounding agreement to 
that statement from Members on both 
sides of the aisle. 

The government shutdown this week 
was unfortunate, but it does not mean 
we have to continue the Senate’s 
‘‘downward spiral,’’ as Mr. Hewitt de-
scribes. We now have an opportunity 
for reform and for reflection about how 
we want to shape the future of this in-
stitution. I hope my colleagues, with 
the support of majority and minority 
Members, will seize this opportunity to 
enact positive change. 
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Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FLAKE). The Senator from Oklahoma. 
PRESIDENT PAUL KAGAME 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am 
going to talk about something dif-
ferent than anyone else has talked 
about here, and there is a very good 
reason for it. 

First of all, to try to establish some 
credibility here, I have had occasion to 
spend quite a bit of time working on 
issues in Africa. In fact, I have had oc-
casion over the last 23 years to make 
156 African country visits. That is a lot 
of African country visits. We have 
friends there. I personally have friends 
there, intimate friends. We have 
worked on a lot of the military con-
cerns they have, but this is an area 
where we have very close friends. So I 
am going to be singling out one close 
friend—but not to the detriment of the 
rest of them because we have many 
close friends, certainly as many as 32 
country Presidents and Prime Min-
isters to whom we have been very 
close. But there is a reason for singling 
out one particular individual, who is 
Paul Kagame, President of Rwanda— 
two reasons. First, he is going to be 
coming in as the Chairman or Presi-
dent of the African Union in the next 
few months. He has already been elect-
ed. Second, he survived the Rwanda 
genocide, which arguably could be the 
greatest genocide of all time. On Janu-
ary 28, he will become the President or 
Chairman of the African Union. This is 
really nothing short of a miracle. 
Rwanda is a miracle, and we have Paul 
Kagame and the people of Rwanda to 
thank for it. 

In 1994, one of the most atrocious 
genocides ever perpetrated occurred in 
this small East African country. In a 
period of about 100 days, nearly 1 mil-
lion Rwandans were slaughtered. As is 
always the case, the seeds of genocide 
were planted many decades before, but 
when it finally started in April of 1994, 
many thousands of Hutus used ma-
chetes and clubs to slaughter Tutsis. 
Those are two tribes people are very fa-
miliar with. In most cases, it was 
neighbors killing neighbors, even some 
family members. 

The horror was unimaginable. Fa-
thers and mothers were forced to watch 
their children being hacked to death. 
One man was forced to beat his wife to 
death in order to spare their seven chil-
dren from being tortured to death. 

Many Rwandans were lucky to sur-
vive and remember watching their par-
ents and siblings being murdered. One 
individual whose name is Immaculee 
wrote a book, ‘‘Left to Tell,’’ which 
gives you an idea of what happened, 
the fact that there were people in her 
own community trying to kill her. 
They killed 70 percent—70 percent—of 
the entire tribe at that time. 

The world just watched as this 
slaughter took place. They did nothing. 
The United Nations had peacekeepers 
stationed in Rwanda, and they were or-
dered to withdraw and leave all the 
genocide to take place. 

The President of the United States 
was Bill Clinton. He did nothing. The 
world just stood by and watched. The 
horror was stopped only because of one 
man. That one man was Paul Kagame. 
In October 1990, Paul Kagame led a 
group of young Rwandan refugees from 
Uganda whose parents had fled the 
country’s mass violence three decades 
before. 

You have to keep in mind that the 
President of Uganda is President 
Museveni. President Museveni and 
President Paul Kagame, both, came 
from the bush. They were good friends. 
He went there to try to save Rwandans 
at that time because he saw the geno-
cide coming. 

What is even more amazing about 
Rwanda is their leader and what hap-
pened after that. Rwanda had two very 
different paths it could have taken. 
They could have taken revenge. Paul 
Kagame could have taken the strength 
he had—the new power that he had— 
and he could have gone after the other 
tribe that was there, the Hutus, and he 
could have started another genocide of 
his own. That could have happened. 
The other thing he could have done was 
the path of forgiveness and reconcili-
ation. This is the path of hard work, 
where the Tutsis who survived the 
genocide would have to learn how to 
forgive and live alongside the same 
Hutus who killed their family mem-
bers. This is the path of rebuilding a 
nation from the ground up so that to-
gether they could have a common fu-
ture. 

We now know which path Rwanda 
chose. President Kagame led them 
down the path of reconciliation. There 
are a lot of people who helped to make 
this happen. One of the individuals, 
who I happen to be personally fond of, 
who is deceased now, was Chuck 
Colson. Do you remember him? He 
spent time in prison. He started a fel-
lowship and was very actively involved 
in the reconciliation process. In many 
cases, the Hutus who committed geno-
cide against the Tutsi families would 
seek forgiveness from that family and 
then achieve reconciliation by building 
a home together for the Tutsi survivors 
who lived through this. It may seem 
like a small gesture, but it allowed the 
healing and forgiveness process to 
work. Together, the Hutus and the 
Tutsis are rebuilding their nation as 
Rwandans working together. 

I had one experience that I watched 
after this happened. My wife called this 
to my attention. In Rwanda, they build 
a certain kind of basket that is dif-
ferent from that in any other country. 
After the reconciliation, there they 
were—the Hutu and the Tutsi young 
women—making these baskets. Then, 
Paul Kagame worked out a deal with 
several department store marketing 
areas in the United States. Macy’s was 
one of them. They started selling the 
baskets. It was a great boon for them. 
But, anyway, Paul Kagame should be 
credited for this amazing trans-
formation of the nation to a thriving, 

successful country. This is paying 
great dividends. 

I was in Rwanda most recently in Oc-
tober. I have been there eight times. 
Each time I go, I am surprised by what 
I see. Let me mention five things that 
are unique to Rwanda. First, there is 
not a piece of litter anywhere in Rwan-
da. There is nothing. You can’t find 
any litter. In fact, the last Saturday of 
every month, they have a program 
where everybody joins together and 
they pick up every bit of trash and ev-
erything else. That doesn’t sound like 
very much, but you notice the dif-
ference when you are there. 

The second thing that is different 
about them is their infrastructure. 
Rwanda is known as the Land of a 
Thousand Hills. They don’t have any 
level areas in Rwanda. Not long ago, I 
remember going for an hour and a half, 
between the hill area and the mountain 
area, on a road that was perfectly 
paved. That is one thing you would ex-
pect to see in the United States. There 
are no potholes—nothing. It was a 
highway that you would expect to find 
anywhere except in Africa. They are 
known for this. 

Third, the people are hard workers. I 
mentioned that there aren’t any flat 
areas there. Every square foot in 
Rwanda is used to grow something, 
from the bottom of the peaks. Every-
thing is there. They are hard workers. 
They grow tea, coffee, potatoes, and 
other crops. They are all being cul-
tivated across the entire country, and 
it is all hilly country. There is no place 
else where that is actually taking 
place. It is hard work. You do it mostly 
by hand. They are able to feed them-
selves and export more valuable crops 
abroad. 

Fourth, it is safe. You wouldn’t ex-
pect a country that has gone through 
the most devastating genocide—maybe 
in history—to be a safe place to walk 
around. Yet it is. You can walk there 
at nighttime. It is safer than Wash-
ington, DC. 

The fifth thing that is unusual about 
this is that the economy is booming. 
Everywhere you look in Rwanda, con-
struction is happening. In just the last 
few years, they built new hotels and a 
convention center, and they are now 
working on a new airport to facilitate 
all the growth and tourism that is 
coming there. 

These are my observations, but 
President Kagame’s leadership is not 
just resulting in visible changes. Num-
bers back up what I have seen. Since he 
became President in 2000, Rwanda has 
experienced a GDP growth of 8 percent. 

This is interesting because we are, 
through our tax bill, going to be in-
creasing our GDP in this country. 
There is a formula that no one dis-
agrees with, and that is that for each 1 
percent increase in growth in the GDP, 
that develops into $1 trillion over a pe-
riod of 10 years of increased revenue. 
That is some of the revenue we are 
going to be using as a result of that. 

This is not the United States. This is 
in Africa. It is an 8-percent GDP 
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growth. It is geared toward the poor 
people. That is why the population has 
lifted people out of poverty. 

Rwanda has dramatically improved 
its ease of doing business. The World 
Bank recently ranked Rwanda No. 1 for 
doing business in East Africa, No. 2 for 
doing business in Sub-Saharan Africa, 
and No. 41 in the world. That is re-
markable when you consider that just 
a matter of 8 years before, they were 
ranked 150th in the world for doing 
business. Now they are No. 41. Today 
you can start a business and get all the 
necessary permits to operate in just a 
few days. 

Rwanda has become a model for gen-
der empowerment. Maybe this is going 
a little further than a lot of the people 
in this country are comfortable with, 
but Rwanda’s constitution requires 
that 30 percent of decision-making po-
sitions be awarded to women. Today, it 
is now 60 percent. So 60 percent of 
Rwanda’s parliamentarians and 40 per-
cent of its Cabinets are filled by 
women, including my good friend the 
Foreign Minister, Louise Mushikiwabo, 
and also the Ambassador that many of 
us know here because she is in the 
United States, Ambassador Mathilde 
Mukantabana. 

Rwanda has facilitated the develop-
ment of a technology that no one 
would expect in Africa. Rwanda enjoys 
a nationwide fiberoptic infrastructure 
that will ensure that 95 percent of its 
citizens have access to high-speed 4G 
internet. Furthermore, it is inte-
grating drone technology into its 
healthcare system to ensure that vital 
supplies, like blood, can reach patients 
all over the country. 

Rwanda has transformed its 
healthcare system. Life expectancy is 
now 64.5 years. In 2000, it was 49 years. 
That has all taken place in the last few 
years. Child mortality rates are down 
more than two-thirds. Maternal mor-
tality is down 80 percent. In 2000, there 
was only 1 doctor for every 66,000 peo-
ple. Today there is 1 doctor for every 
10,000 people. Between those years, 
since the genocide has taken place, the 
malaria-related deaths plummeted by 
85 percent. 

When you ask how these things were 
possible, the World Health Organiza-
tion’s country director said—and this 
is a quote, not a quote by me or some-
one in this country or by the President: 

The main ingredient is visionary leader-
ship. It’s about having a target, saying we 
want to be there in the future and under-
standing obstacles in the way. 

That visionary leader is Paul 
Kagame, and he gets results. 

That is the World Health Organiza-
tion. 

Rwanda has established a highly ca-
pable and professional military. Presi-
dent Kagame actually studied in Fort 
Leavenworth in Kansas as part of the 
IMET Program in early 1990s. The 
IMET Program is a program where we 
train people from different countries to 
be leaders, and, of course, they develop 
an allegiance to our country. It is very 

successful. That is how this guy got 
started. He started in the IMET Pro-
gram. His military background is very 
professional. As President, he has re-
quired the same of his forces. In the 
Rwanda Defence Forces, all military 
orders and instructions are issued 
through a chain of command. Rwanda’s 
plan is to have a small, well-equipped 
army of 20,000 soldiers and a reserve 
component of 100,000. Their defense 
strategy is to sustain a combat-ready 
force capable of rapidly deploying to 
meet varying contingencies both at 
home and abroad still. 

They are delivering. Rwanda is the 
fifth largest contributor to the U.N. 
peacekeeping operations in the world. 
They currently have close to 5,000 
troops deployed in different missions, 
widely acknowledged as some of the 
best performing and most trusted 
peacekeepers in the world. 

Rwanda is also a major participant in 
the Eastern Africa Standby Force. 
That is a battalion of 850 troops and a 
police contingency of 140 officers who 
are on standby for contingencies in 
East Africa. The countries that have 
gone together are Tanzania, Uganda, 
Burundi, Kenya, and Rwanda. These 
are the kinds of things that are exactly 
in line with what we should be helping 
them with and participating in and 
doing ourselves in the United States in 
terms of policy goals for Africa. We set 
up a way to help Africans help Afri-
cans, to train and assist regional part-
ners so they will be capable of handling 
security threats before they become 
global crises. With the emergence of 
their peacekeeping mission, the re-
gional cooperation—what we hope 
would happen—is happening. Paul 
Kagame is the reason Rwanda is lead-
ing the way. Rwanda is a clear example 
of what a strong, strategic partner 
should look like to the United States. 

It is not just me saying this. Rwanda 
is recognized around the world for its 
professional force. In fact, Rwanda’s 
Defense Minister was among the few 
leaders who spoke at the United Na-
tions Peacekeeping Defence Ministerial 
in November in Vancouver. Because of 
these amazing accomplishments, Presi-
dent Kagame is widely viewed as one of 
the most influential heads of state in 
the continent of Africa. Many leaders 
and observers praise him and his 
record. Benedict Oramah, President of 
the African Export-Import Bank, said: 

[Rwanda] is a country that was all but 
written off some two decades ago. But just 
like the phoenix that died and arose from its 
ashes, it emerges to become the shiniest star 
on the continent. The shiniest in terms of 
governance, in terms of the can-do spirit, 
doing those things that nobody ever thought 
was possible. 

Again, that is the African Export-Im-
port Bank talking about Paul Kagame. 

The head of the World Health Organi-
zation’s Africa department said: 

I want to recognize [Rwanda’s] remarkable 
leadership—its creativity, tenacity and re-
solve—which have delivered significant 
progress in advancing health and develop-
ment for the benefit of all your people. Your 

achievements in such a short space of time 
are truly remarkable. 

That is the World Health Organiza-
tion. He is talking about Rwanda, and 
he is talking specifically about the 
President. 

Some of you may remember former 
Nigerian President Olusegun Obasanjo, 
who came in after the person who was 
considered one of the great terrorists 
of all time, at that time, Sani Abacha. 
He came in to reform the leadership in 
Nigeria. His statement was: ‘‘Rwanda 
has made difficult trade-offs, but as an 
African leader, I tell you that I would 
make the same trade-offs.’’ 

Yet his influence is recognized more 
clearly not by what people have said 
about him but by what his peers have 
asked him to do. 

In July of 2016, Kagame was selected 
by his peers to lead the effort to reform 
the African Union to make it more ef-
fective. He did not take this oppor-
tunity to raise his own profile, as most 
people would do; rather, he used it to 
build consensus and cast a vision for a 
future Africa that is no longer reliant 
on aid from the outside world. This is 
very significant because when you talk 
to people in the street about Africa and 
the things we do with Africa, the first 
thing they say is that Africa is always 
having to be supported by us, that we 
are pouring money into Africa and 
they are not able to do things on their 
own. 

This was the first time he had made 
this statement—that Africa should no 
longer be reliant on aid from outside 
nations. Within months, he developed a 
reform package that was focused on 
four categories. This is significant. 

The first one is that the African 
Union has to be focused on key prior-
ities with a continental scope as op-
posed to a regional. This is something 
that has been happening for a long 
time, but they are moving from re-
gional to starting to look after their 
entire continent. He wants the AU to 
focus on fewer but bigger issues that 
affect everyone on the continent. 

The second thing is that the AU must 
be connected with its citizens. Paul 
Kagame envisions doing this by estab-
lishing women and youth quotas, which 
I just mentioned a minute ago, across 
the institutions and by identifying ap-
propriate ways and means to ensure 
that the private sector, Parliament, 
civil society, and citizens are partici-
pating in the process. He also wants to 
make the Africa passport available to 
all citizens so as to allow the free flow 
of people among the nation-states. 

The third thing is that the business 
of the AU must be managed effectively 
and efficiently with accountability, 
called the ‘‘Rwanda way.’’ 

The fourth thing is to charge the 
member-states with providing all of 
the necessary funding to operate the 
African Union without having assist-
ance from outside donors. 

Have you ever heard that before from 
anybody, let alone Africa? Yet that is 
what he said. He envisions doing this 
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by each African country’s imposing a 
0.2-percent tariff on eligible imports. 
While not all observers agree, I admire 
this vision for each seeking its way to 
ungrip itself from the assistance of 
other nations to fund its governmental 
activities. That was his plan. 

What cemented his status as an influ-
ential power broker in Africa was that 
at the AU’s next meeting, which was 
January of 2017, his peers at the AU— 
the African Union—affirmed the rec-
ommendations and charged him with 
actually implementing them. Once 
again, African leaders unanimously de-
cided to trust Kagame. They chose him 
as the best leader to put reforms into 
action. So far, a number of the pro-
posals have already been implemented. 

About half of the nation-states have 
already implemented the most difficult 
part, which is passing upon themselves 
a 0.2-percent import tariff and for-
warding the proceeds to the African 
Union. They were paying for all of 
these things that were happening—that 
were proposed by Kagame—in the Afri-
can Union. They actually have what we 
call real skin in the game. More and 
more nations are getting on board, and 
Rwanda is leading the way. 

To further cement his standing and 
influence, in July of 2017, Kagame was 
selected by his peers to chair the Afri-
can Union in 2018, and here it is in 2018. 
So it is going to be happening. With 
genocide, Rwanda has a dark history, 
but because they chose the path of for-
giveness and reconciliation instead of 
revenge, President Kagame has had and 
has used his national platform to be a 
nation of friendship and reconciliation 
between nations—nations that nor-
mally don’t like each other, nations 
that normally are fighting against 
each other. Let’s take a look at what 
he has actually done. 

First, he and the State of Israel have 
had a similar past as both having vic-
tims of genocide. We all know that. 
Many African nations—about half of 
them—are Muslim-majority countries. 

President Kagame has used his influ-
ence in the region to facilitate Israel’s 
desire to reengage in Africa. Prime 
Minister Netanyahu of Israel referred 
to Rwanda as the indispensable bridge 
on which Israel marched to return to 
Africa. In just the last 2 years, Prime 
Minister Netanyahu has been welcomed 
in several of the African capitals. I was 
with Prime Minister Netanyahu, and I 
can tell you that he was one who was 
so impressed with the work that has 
been done by Paul Kagame that he is 
able to invest himself in that continent 
of Africa, which he was never able to 
do before. 

At the United Nations, Rwanda has 
put itself at risk of widespread criti-
cism in order to stand up for what is 
right. In 2014, Rwanda rotated onto the 
U.N. Security Council. While there, 
Rwanda abstained from an anti-Israel 
resolution so typical of the United Na-
tions. It is always against Israel. When 
he did this, Rwanda blocked it from 
moving forward and prevented the 

United States from having to veto it. 
In this Chamber, we remember that. I 
remember the fact that we didn’t want 
to be in a position to veto it, but what 
they were doing was totally unfair. We 
had one guy who was courageous 
enough to do it; he was Paul Kagame 
from Rwanda. 

More recently, Rwanda has been one 
of the few nations not to vote against 
the United States or condemn our deci-
sion to move our Israeli Embassy from 
Tel Aviv to Jerusalem. 

Rwanda is willing to take a stand for 
what is right. It keeps its word. It does 
not shake with fear at the possibility 
of intimidation. 

Kagame has also brought about the 
restoration of broken relationships 
with Africa. In 2016, he led the push to 
invite Morocco back into the African 
Union. This is an issue that a lot of 
people are concerned with. All the way 
back to the Bush administration, our 
Secretary of State at that time, Jim 
Baker, was trying his best to undo the 
damage that was done by Morocco to 
Western Sahara. Three decades ago, 
Western Sahara was taken from its 
homeland and put out in the middle of 
nowhere in the desert. I have been 
there several times. I wonder how a 
person can live out there. 

The problem was that Morocco was 
very rich, and Western Sahara was 
very poor. I testified before a House 
committee not too long ago, and I com-
mented that Morocco has hired the 
most expensive lobbyists who are in 
Washington. Obviously, he gets his way 
on things that other people don’t. 

Anyway, one of the problems was, be-
cause of the advantage that it has had, 
it has not been willing to come to the 
table. One of the reasons is that Mo-
rocco has been the only country to be 
considered an African country that is 
not part of the African Union. So what 
did Paul Kagame do? He brought them 
into the African Union. He was able to 
convince both the African Union and 
Morocco to allow Morocco to join so 
that they could get together and get 
something done. Hopefully, he is on the 
road to trying to end three decades of 
trauma that has taken place out in the 
desert. 

Has this effort soured our relations 
with Kagame? No. In fact, the impact 
has been just the opposite. Earlier this 
month, former German President Horst 
Kohler, the U.N. envoy for resolving 
the Western Sahara-Morocco dispute, 
traveled to Kigali to appeal for 
Kagame’s help to resolve the situation. 
The U.N. recognizes Kagame’s bringing 
Morocco into the African Union as an 
important step in resolving the prob-
lem of the Western Sahara. 

It is not just in Morocco that 
Kagame has made a difference. Let’s 
look at others. 

South Sudan is another problem. The 
Sudan and South Sudan were the same 
country. South Sudan had been trying 
to gain its independence. It finally did 
gain its independence, and we thought 
everything would be fine when that 

happened. Unfortunately, that started 
a civil war in South Sudan. This is 
something that has been going on now 
for 3 years, and Paul Kagame is neck 
deep in helping resolve that conflict as 
well. Rwanda has peacekeeping troops 
in both countries, and the Sudanese 
and the South Sudanese forces do not 
target but they protect Rwanda. So we 
have two countries that are warring 
against each other, and we have Rwan-
da going in to try to resolve it. They 
both welcome Rwanda, and they trust 
Rwanda’s military because they trust 
Kagame. 

It is tempting to think that Rwanda 
is a small country in the middle of no-
where that does not have a lot of influ-
ence, but that would be a mistake. Be-
cause of the results Kagame has been 
able to secure for his people and be-
cause of the personal relationships he 
has developed, Rwanda is among one of 
the most influential countries in Afri-
ca, considering the fact that when 
Kagame was inaugurated to his third 
term, no fewer than 22 heads of state 
from across Africa attended the festivi-
ties. That has never been done before— 
22 countries participating in the inau-
guration of a President. They came for 
Paul Kagame. The leaders of African 
nations that normally fight with each 
other were actually seen embracing 
one another live on TV. That just 
doesn’t happen for no reason; that hap-
pens because they all trust and admire 
Paul Kagame. 

With all of this, it is no wonder that 
African leaders are increasingly look-
ing to Rwanda and Kagame for a vision 
of how to move forward into the future. 
According to one reporter, the ‘‘Rwan-
da model’’ is becoming a hallmark 
phrase in Africa. 

Simon Allison writes: ‘‘In Africa’s 
. . . corridors of power—in the board-
rooms of its banks, in closed-door Cabi-
net meetings, in donor discussions and 
interminable governance conferences— 
it is repeated like a mantra: ‘The 
Rwanda model. The Rwanda model. 
The Rwanda model.’ ’’ 

Kagame is advancing a vision of Afri-
can leadership that is no longer reliant 
on the aid of outsiders—a total rever-
sal. He wants to move his country and 
the whole continent away from depend-
ence on foreign aid to bustling free 
market economies that enable the peo-
ple to take care of themselves. In fact, 
he recently complained to his fellow 
peers at an African security summit 
meeting that they have relied too 
much on the international community 
to deal with their problems. 

This is a quote from him: ‘‘A major 
pillar of institutional reform of the AU 
is a more focused and assertive Africa’’ 
that is focused on solving its own prob-
lems. He said, ‘‘We must take responsi-
bility for ourselves, which doesn’t ex-
clude partners but they add to our ef-
forts.’’ He has clearly done that. That 
is the main thing in all the reforms we 
have talked about, is to get Africa out 
of that dependency mode, and he is ac-
tually doing it. 
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Last March, while speaking in Lon-

don at the Wall Street Journal’s In-
vesting in Africa Conference, Kagame 
said, ‘‘I want to see Africa get its act 
together’’ so it is not reliant on West-
ern intervention in its affairs. It is the 
same thing over and over again. He 
sees a future Africa that is more auton-
omous and capable of taking care of 
itself and taking care of its problems. 
It is kind of a vision that his peers are 
gathering around. 

We shouldn’t misunderstand. Kagame 
is not saying that Africa should have 
no involvement with the United States 
or the West—far from it. What he 
wants is to have a peer-to-peer rela-
tionship instead of a donor-based rela-
tionship. He wants legitimate business 
relations between customers and sup-
pliers, to join together African busi-
nesses and other international compa-
nies, including those in the United 
States. 

In Kagame’s vision for a new Africa, 
African nations will have cooperation 
on security and on terrorism and on 
trade agreements with their friends, 
partners, and allies. He wants to end 
the days of reliance upon foreign gov-
ernments to solve their problems. See, 
there it is again. 

Many leaders in Africa have desired 
this kind of a change, but few have had 
the position, the influence, or the clar-
ity of focus to articulate with the kind 
of passion that is persuasive. It is only 
had by Paul Kagame. There are far 
fewer who have this kind of record of 
improving the lives of their own people 
in the way he has. 

This is exactly the kind of partner-
ship that the United States should 
have with our friends and allies in Afri-
ca—should have but that we don’t have 
at the present time. For too long, the 
United States has had the wrong policy 
toward Africa and African nations, and 
most Americans still think there is 
only 1 country on the continent of Af-
rica rather than 54 independent states 
that make it up. 

U.S. policy toward Africa should be 
different. U.S. policy should be a part-
nership that focuses on helping Afri-
cans help Africans with three key com-
ponents: security, trade, and diplo-
macy. 

The security goals of the United 
States in Africa should be focused on 
training and equipping key partners to 
be capable of addressing regional and 
continental terrorist threats that 
could ultimately affect the United 
States and to be capable of addressing 
regional security threats that develop 
in regions so that the U.S. military 
does not have to engage, so that it can 
do it instead of needing our involve-
ment. 

This is AFRICOM’s goal. AFRICOM 
is something that is fairly new. We 
once were a part of three different 
commands—the Central Command, the 
Pacific Command, and the European 
Command. Now we have AFRICOM as 
its own command, which was designed 
for that express purpose. We are in-

creasingly meeting these goals and ob-
jectives. 

The second thing is that our trade 
focus in Africa should be on developing 
free trade agreements with African na-
tions so that they have a reciprocal, 
peer relationship with our African 
trading partners. Fortunately, this is 
already the statutory policy of the 
United States, but it is not working 
that way. In 2015, a 10-year extension of 
the African Growth and Opportunity 
Act was signed into law. This is an ap-
propriate policy for the near term, but 
long term it is not because we need to 
have the same kind of access to African 
nations as we provide to them. In this 
law, it explicitly states that the policy 
of the United States is to pursue free- 
trade agreements with African nations, 
but it doesn’t back it up with anything. 

In my travels to Africa, I have seen 
many countries are ready for free-trade 
agreements, but the bureaucracies over 
here in the United States don’t agree. 
They don’t think they are ready. So I 
introduced the African Free Trade Ini-
tiative Act, which does two things. 

First, it requires a U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative to articulate what African 
countries need to do to get ready for 
trade agreements with the United 
States. It is one thing for people over 
here or people who are desiring trade 
and not desiring trade to say: Well, Af-
rica is not ready. What we are doing 
with this legislation is saying: We need 
to know from our Trade Representative 
what they need to do so they could be 
a part—they can get skin in their own 
game. 

Second, it requires the U.S. Trade 
Representative to coordinate with the 
Millennium Challenge Corporation and 
USAID so their aid dollars are focused 
on projects that will help prepare them 
for free-trade agreements with us. Now 
these provisions have passed and are 
signed into law so we are making that 
headway. 

The bureaucracies have all the tools 
they need, but they aren’t willing to 
use them because they don’t take Afri-
ca seriously, they don’t view them as 
peers, and they look down on them be-
cause they are small, but this is a 
shame because the economies in Africa 
are growing faster than any other re-
gion in the world. 

Then there is diplomacy. Our diplo-
matic focus in Africa should be focused 
on building relationships and align-
ments with countries we can trust, 
that share our values and help us influ-
ence the rest of the continent and the 
world to be favorable to the United 
States. For too long, we have ridden on 
a high horse through Africa. We have 
been quick to chide them for mistakes 
they have made, and we have been slow 
or completely negligent in recognizing 
their accomplishments. 

Take Rwanda as an example. I have 
already articulated the miracle they 
have experienced, but when the people 
of Rwanda decided to amend their Con-
stitution to allow President Kagame to 
run for an additional term, the Obama 

administration condemned them. They 
publicly shamed Kagame for the coun-
try’s actions and doubled down when 
he ran for reelection. That administra-
tion did not have a category for the 
democratic process that was different 
from ours. They just didn’t have the 
category for a new nation needing help, 
and so they were not helpful to them. 
That administration also failed to rec-
ognize the amazing progress Rwanda 
has made to improve their country and 
the health and education of their peo-
ple, nor did they recognize the superb 
security assistance Rwanda provides in 
the region, and our relationship with 
Rwanda was negatively impacted by 
the Obama administration. We have be-
come known as a condescending and 
unreliable partner in Africa. If we do 
not catch up and change our approach, 
our friends will find new partners, and 
we will be left alone. 

It is no secret how engaged China is 
on the continent. I think we all know 
that. Every time you travel through 
Africa, they say: Well, the United 
States tells you what you need, but we 
build what you need. Now, they don’t 
do it with African labor and all that, 
but they have a reason for doing this. 
They understand how important Africa 
is going to be in the coming decades so 
they are treating African nations ac-
cordingly, as peers, as we should be 
doing. 

China has surpassed the United 
States as Africa’s largest trading part-
ner. We have been their largest trading 
partner for many years, but now that 
has changed and China has taken over. 
China funded the construction of the 
African Union’s headquarters in Ethi-
opia. Their aid dollars go toward 
projects that are actually needed, and 
the projects happen much faster than 
compared to ours. The United States is 
falling behind and at great risk. 

Between now and 2030, the economies 
of African nations are expected to grow 
by an average of 5 percent a year, 
meaning the total size of their econo-
mies will nearly double in that time. 
By 2025, the continent will have a com-
bined GDP of over $2.5 trillion and $1.4 
trillion of that—that is more than half 
of that—will be consumer spending. 

Increasingly, Africa’s growing middle 
class will continue to become highly 
attractive in the business world. By 
2034, Africa is expected to have the 
world’s largest working age population 
of 1.1 billion people, which could lead 
to a low-cost labor economic boom 
similar to what was experienced in 
East Asia after World War II. Our Na-
tional Security Council has noted that 
these demographic and economic shifts 
will have enormous political con-
sequences and that Africa’s role in 
rural politics will dramatically change 
because of them. 

Implementing this policy will benefit 
our people, give us greater security, 
give us a stronger economy, and it will 
add to our influence in the world in the 
long run. These things we need to do, 
and we are not doing them now. So I 
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am encouraging our administration to 
do it. We need to get these things. To 
implement this policy effectively, we 
must cultivate critical relations of in-
fluence with our like-minded friends in 
Africa. In the Middle East, we have 
Israel. In Europe, we have Great Brit-
ain. In Africa, we have Rwanda and 
Paul Kagame. 

So it is time to catch up. President 
Paul Kagame will soon be sworn in as 
the Chairman of the African Union. In 
him, we have a visionary leader who 
has accomplished great things for his 
country. He has also established him-
self as a highly influential figure 
among African heads of State because 
he has set a bold vision for the future 
of Africa that is autonomous, self-suffi-
cient, and open for business. This vi-
sion is 100 percent complimentary to 
what the U.S. policy should be in Afri-
ca. 

In recognizing this, it is my hope the 
Trump administration will embrace 
him and Rwanda as the American 
friends they are. We need to bring 
Rwanda close so we can work coopera-
tively with them to accomplish our 
shared goal. Rwanda and America are 
like-minded friends, and we should 
treat them accordingly. 

Let me conclude with a personal 
story that expands a little bit on this. 
I had an experience in 2000. In 2000, I 
was called by a friend in Rwanda, and 
his name is Charles Murigande. He 
called up and he said—there is a pro-
gram I have been involved in and oth-
ers have been involved in, where we en-
courage them to have like we have in 
the U.S. Senate. We have weekly Pray-
er Breakfasts every Wednesday, and we 
encourage them to do the same thing. 
He called me up, and he said: We would 
like to have our first National Prayer 
Breakfast in Rwanda. Will you come 
over and speak? So I did. 

Well, 14 years later—this is quite a 
coincidence—in 2014, we were on an-
other trip and planned to land in Bu-
rundi before going to Ethiopia, but 
then, for security reasons, we weren’t 
able to land in Burundi so we stopped 
in Rwanda instead. Without any warn-
ing—now, keep in mind, Rwanda didn’t 
know we were going to be there. We 
didn’t know we were going to be there. 
There was no warning whatsoever, but 
when we got there, as a coincidence, 
the next day they were having their 
14th annual Prayer Breakfast. They as-
sumed, since I was their speaker at 
their first Prayer Breakfast 14 years 
before, I was there to give a speech, 
and so I did. I say this because Paul 
Kagame, 14 years before that happened 
and every year since then and then 
every year since this took place, was 
then leading both Prayer Breakfasts. 
So in addition to all of the virtues of 
Paul Kagame that I have been talking 
about—perhaps too long—he is a strong 
man of faith, and it doesn’t get any 
better than that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

JOHNSON). The Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 
15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NOMINATION OF ALEX AZAR 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, very 

shortly, the Senate is going to take 
two votes on the President’s nominees. 
The first is to confirm Jerome Powell 
as the next Fed Chair. Once that vote 
wraps up, the Senate will vote on 
whether to begin debate on the nomi-
nation of Alex Azar to be Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. 

This is one of the key roles in our en-
tire Federal Government in caring for 
America’s sick and vulnerable. Let me 
begin by saying that Mr. Azar does not 
come with the staggering ethical chal-
lenges of his predecessor, the first 
Trump HHS nominee, Tom Price. 

Here is my concern: Mr. Azar’s nomi-
nation is a clear symbol of the Presi-
dent’s broken promises on prescription 
drugs and pledge to secure better and 
more affordable healthcare for all 
Americans. At the outset of my re-
marks, I am going to start with the 
issue of skyrocketing prescription drug 
prices that now clobber millions of 
Americans at pharmacy windows 
across America. It is one thing for a 
Presidential candidate to have claimed 
he would just be too busy working to 
have time to golf and then spend al-
most 1 out of 3 days in office golfing. It 
is another thing altogether to promise 
cheaper prescription drugs to sick and 
vulnerable Americans who empty their 
pockets to pay for their medications 
only to abandon them completely once 
you are in office. 

Now, it was barely a year ago that 
Donald Trump stood before our coun-
try and said prescription-hiking drug 
companies were getting ‘‘away with 
murder.’’ Those were his words, not 
mine, not somebody in the news media. 
The President said the drug companies 
were ‘‘getting away with murder.’’ 

Now he has nominated Alex Azar, a 
drug company executive with a docu-
mented history of raising drug prices, 
to lead the Department of Health and 
Human Services. From 2012 until last 
year, Mr. Azar—who is the head of Eli 
Lilly’s American subsidiary; that is, 
Lilly USA—chaired the U.S. pricing re-
imbursement and access steering com-
mittee, which gave him a major role 
over drug price increases for every 
product Lilly marketed across the 
country. 

On Mr. Azar’s watch, the price of 
Forteo, a Lilly drug used to treat 
osteoporosis, more than doubled. The 
price of Effient, a Lilly drug used to 
treat heart disease, more than doubled. 
The price of Strattera, a Lilly drug 
used to treat ADHD, more than dou-
bled. The price of Humalog, a Lilly 
drug used to treat diabetes, more than 
doubled, and these are only a few of the 
drugs that were under Mr. Azar’s pur-
view. 

Mr. Azar told the Senate Finance 
Committee that he had never—not 

even one time—signed off on a decrease 
in the price of a medicine, and when 
asked about that statement in his con-
firmation hearing, Mr. Azar was quick 
to say: That is just the way the system 
works, but he didn’t give us any con-
crete examples of how he would buck 
that system if he became the head of 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services. It seems to me, given the fact 
that he was asked questions about 
what concrete ideas he had for reform-
ing the system and carrying out the 
President’s promises to hold down pre-
scription drug prices, he came up 
empty. I guess that says he would fit 
right in with the Trump administra-
tion on prescription drug practices. 

In its first year, the Trump adminis-
tration has made exactly no progress 
when it comes to tackling these sky-
rocketing pharmaceutical prices. They 
don’t have any Executive orders that 
have any teeth in them. There don’t 
seem to be any new initiatives at all. 
No new legislation has come from the 
Department or the White House. Per-
haps, in my view, that is because the 
administration seems to be busy on 
other fronts, like taking healthcare 
away from those who need it, people 
who can least afford to have their bills 
climbing upward because of a decision 
made by a bureaucracy here in the Na-
tion’s Capital. 

This nomination, as you are going to 
hear Senators discuss tomorrow, is 
about more than just the administra-
tion’s failure on prescription drugs. It 
is, in effect, a proxy on an entire 
healthcare agenda. This is really a ref-
erendum on a healthcare policy from 
this administration that I think is an 
abject failure. 

It is a year in now, and the adminis-
tration’s track record on healthcare is 
pretty clear. New data came out a few 
days ago showing that the number of 
Americans with health insurance 
dropped by more than 3 million people. 
That means 3 million Americans are a 
sudden illness or injury away from the 
nightmare of personal bankruptcy, 
having to sell their home or their car 
or empty a retirement account to es-
cape from under that mountain of med-
ical bills. 

A very substantial part of that prob-
lem stems from the administration’s 
sabotage on the Affordable Care Act. 
The administration cut the open en-
rollment period in half. That meant 
anybody who clicked on the internet, 
hoping to sign up this month, has 
found out that they are just too late. 
They slashed advertising budgets that 
helped reach the younger and healthier 
customers that make the private 
health insurance market affordable. 
And they made it harder for those hav-
ing difficulty signing up for coverage 
to get a little bit of help in person. 

This sabotage agenda, in my view, is 
an attack on the kind of health insur-
ance this administration says it is for. 
They say they are for a private health 
insurance market, but the fact is, what 
they have been doing is undermining 
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the private health insurance market as 
part of their effort to undermine the 
Affordable Care Act. So this policy, 
perpetrated by a party and the Presi-
dent who professed to want to run this 
country like a business, certainly 
doesn’t reflect the kinds of sound busi-
ness practices we see from business 
leaders in my home State of Oregon. 

If that wasn’t harmful enough, the 
administration also is allowing 
fraudsters to, once again, sell junk cov-
erage insurance policies that aren’t 
worth the paper they are printed on. 

A major part of the Affordable Care 
Act was laying down basic consumer 
protections for the private market. It 
was all about saying that Americans 
would no longer get stuck with junk 
insurance that turned out to be worth-
less when they actually suffered an in-
jury or came down with an illness. I 
can’t tell you what a step backward it 
is to see the sale of these junk insur-
ance policies. 

Years ago, when I was director of the 
Gray Panthers, it was common to see 
older people buy 15 or 20 private health 
insurance policies to supplement their 
Medicare, and they weren’t worth the 
paper they were written on. They were 
junk. Finally, we got that changed. We 
passed a law with teeth to change it. 

But now the Trump administration 
has, with respect to the private market 
and the Affordable Care Act, decided to 
turn back the clock and bring back 
junk insurance in the private insurance 
marketplace. So instead of working on 
a bipartisan basis to make the private 
health insurance market more afford-
able and competitive, the Trump ad-
ministration has sabotaged those mar-
kets, hiking the number of Americans 
without coverage and sticking a whole 
lot of Americans with junk coverage 
that, in my view, is virtually guaran-
teed to fail them when they are most 
in need. The biggest threat their strat-
egy poses on a basic level is that it 
wipes out the ironclad guarantee of 
protection for Americans with pre-
existing conditions. Guarantee of ac-
cess to healthcare isn’t worth much if 
you can’t afford it, and the Trump ad-
ministration is doing a bangup job of 
making healthcare unaffordable for 
those with preexisting conditions. 

The Trump administration has also 
undermined years of progress with re-
spect to women’s health. They attack 
the rule that says women have to be 
guaranteed no-cost access to contra-
ception—one of the most popular 
healthcare rules in recent memory. 
Fortunately, the administration’s ac-
tion on that issue has been held up in 
the courts, but that is only one part of 
the anti-women’s health agenda that 
plays out now. 

Just last week, the Trump adminis-
tration overturned longstanding pro-
tections dealing with States and family 
planning providers. This, in my view, is 
an attack both on a woman’s right to 
see the provider of their choosing and 
Planned Parenthood. The administra-
tion is also broadening the exceptions 

that give employers and universities 
say over what kinds of healthcare 
women can access. 

Here is how Mr. Azar described his 
perspective on that issue when he went 
before the HELP Committee. He said: 
‘‘We have to balance, of course, a wom-
an’s choice of insurance that she would 
want with the conscience of the em-
ployers and others.’’ 

We don’t have to that. A woman’s 
choice of healthcare is her choice—her 
choice and nobody else’s. The care she 
has access to and receives is not up to 
her employer and not up to her univer-
sity. It is up to that woman and her 
physician. And now the administration 
is even going after protections for 
LGBTQ Americans. 

The bottom line is, the administra-
tion is doing a lot more to protect the 
perpetrators of discrimination than the 
victims. Healthcare is a right in Amer-
ica, but discrimination is not. 

The way Mr. Azar describes the posi-
tion he is nominated to fill, it sounds 
as if he understands it. He said in his 
confirmation hearing: If I get this job, 
my job is to ‘‘enhance and protect the 
health and wellbeing of all Ameri-
cans.’’ But he is not committed to re-
versing these kinds of anti-discrimina-
tory practices I just described. 

When I heard Mr. Azar say it would 
be his job to ‘‘enhance and protect the 
health and wellbeing of all Ameri-
cans,’’ I couldn’t help but think back 
to the first nomination hearing the Fi-
nance Committee had for a Trump HHS 
nominee. Back then, Tom Price told 
the committee it would be his job at 
the Department just to administer the 
laws passed by Congress. He would be 
out of the legislative business. Once he 
got the job, he broke his word, and that 
has been the norm for the Department 
over the year. Congress has every rea-
son to believe that is going to con-
tinue, regardless of the talking points 
Mr. Azar and administration officials 
use. 

Finally, I want to discuss Medicaid. 
Just in the last few weeks, the admin-
istration has begun giving States a 
green light to slap new and punitive re-
quirements and other limits on Ameri-
cans covered by State Medicaid Pro-
grams. My bottom line is, Medicaid is a 
healthcare program. The vast majority 
of those who count on Medicaid either 
already have a job or are unable to 
work due to old age and infirmity. We 
shouldn’t be trying to make life harder 
for those folks. The action by the Cen-
ters for Medicare and Medicaid Serv-
ices goes after people who are just try-
ing to get by. It is a decision by bu-
reaucrats in Washington, going after 
Americans who walk an economic 
tightrope, who might just be trying to 
take care of kids or elderly parents or 
struggling with a chronic condition. 
This looks, on Medicaid, like yet an-
other ideologically motivated attack 
on a program that covers vulnerable 
Americans—all generations, from new-
born infants to two out of three sen-
iors. The Trump administration is giv-
ing States permission to attack it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 2 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, in a 
short while, the Senate will have a clo-
ture vote on Mr. Azar’s nomination to 
run the Department of Health and 
Human Services. The debate will be 
about a lot more than that. It is a 
question of whether the Trump admin-
istration should be allowed to take this 
country backward on health and to dis-
criminate against Americans. It is a 
question of whether the attacks on 
Medicaid should continue and whether 
this administration will be held ac-
countable for its broken promises on 
lower drug prices, insurance for all, no 
cuts to Medicare or Medicaid. 

I regret to say to the Senate today 
that I have no confidence that Mr. Azar 
will change course at the Department 
of Health and Human Services. I do not 
support his nomination, and I urge a 
‘‘no’’ vote today. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, all postcloture time 
has expired. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Powell nomina-
tion? 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Tennessee (Mr. CORKER), the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), and 
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
SCOTT). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
RUBIO). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 84, 
nays 13, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 19 Ex.] 

YEAS—84 

Alexander 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Brown 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cassidy 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Daines 
Donnelly 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Flake 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hassan 
Hatch 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hirono 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Klobuchar 
Lankford 
Leahy 
Manchin 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 

Murray 
Nelson 
Perdue 
Peters 
Portman 
Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Sasse 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 
Young 
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NAYS—13 

Blumenthal 
Booker 
Cruz 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 

Harris 
Lee 
Markey 
Merkley 
Paul 

Rubio 
Sanders 
Warren 

NOT VOTING—3 

Corker McCain Scott 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
CHANGE OF VOTE 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, on 
rollcall No. 19, I voted yea. It was my 
intention to vote nay. I, therefore, ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to change my vote since it will not af-
fect the outcome of the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The foregoing tally has been 
changed to reflect the above order.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 

f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Alex Michael Azar II, of Indiana, to 
be Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

Mitch McConnell, John Boozman, Jerry 
Moran, Marco Rubio, Deb Fischer, 
John Barrasso, Richard Burr, Ben 
Sasse, Richard C. Shelby, Cory Gard-
ner, Mike Crapo, James E. Risch, Shel-
ley Moore Capito, John Hoeven, Dan 
Sullivan, Rob Portman, John Thune. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the nomination 
of Alex Michael Azar II, of Indiana, to 
be Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Tennessee (Mr. CORKER), the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), and 
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
SCOTT). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 20 Ex.] 

YEAS—54 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blunt 

Boozman 
Burr 
Capito 

Carper 
Cassidy 
Cochran 

Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Donnelly 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Flake 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 

Hatch 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kennedy 
King 
Lankford 
Lee 
Manchin 
McConnell 
Moran 

Murkowski 
Perdue 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—43 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Casey 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 
Harris 
Hassan 

Heinrich 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Markey 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Nelson 
Paul 
Peters 
Reed 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Corker McCain Scott 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 54, the nays are 43. 

The motion is agreed to. 
f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the nomination. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Alex Michael Azar II, of Indi-
ana, to be Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to urge my colleagues to vote 
against the confirmation of Alex Azar 
to serve as Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, or 
HHS. When Congress confirms some-
body to be HHS Secretary, they are 
putting that person in charge of some 
of the most important decisions made 
by the Federal Government—decisions 
that touch the lives of every family in 
America. The safety of the food inside 
our refrigerators, the quality of our 
nursing homes where our grandmothers 
live, the price of our health insurance 
policy, the government’s response to a 
flu outbreak—on these issues and 
many, many more, the HHS Secretary 
calls the shots. 

When Congress debated Tom Price’s 
nomination to be Secretary of Health 
and Human Services 1 year ago, I said 
that we should not hand over the keys 
to this agency unless we were abso-
lutely sure that he would put the 
American people first every minute of 
every day. And let’s be honest: Tom 
Price did not clear that bar; he didn’t 
even come close. No. When he was nom-
inated, Tom Price already had a track 
record of using his position in govern-
ment to help exactly one person: Tom 
Price. But Senate Republicans were so 
excited to get started gutting the Af-
fordable Care Act and ripping up Med-
icaid that they jammed his nomination 

through without a single Democratic 
vote. 

It turns out we are looking at some-
one whose record is a pretty good way 
to judge how they are going to fight for 
the American people. Tom Price didn’t 
spend his time as HHS Secretary work-
ing for American families; he spent it 
burning taxpayer dollars as he flew 
around on private jets and military air-
craft. During the 8 months Tom Price 
was on the job, he put his own interests 
before those of the American people— 
again and again. 

Now President Trump has nominated 
Alex Azar to be Tom Price’s replace-
ment as Secretary of HHS. Republicans 
have been trying to spin Mr. Azar as a 
breath of fresh air—someone who can 
be trusted to stay off private jets while 
he helps them carry out their plans to 
gut the Affordable Care Act and Med-
icaid without attracting quite so much 
unwanted attention. 

The American people aren’t fooled by 
the spin because in the ways that mat-
ter most, Alex Azar is like Tom Price. 
Mr. Azar’s resume reads like a how-to 
manual for profiting off government 
service. About a decade ago, he worked 
in government, helping regulate the 
Nation’s most profitable drug compa-
nies. When he left, he shot straight 
through the revolving door and became 
an executive at Eli Lilly drug com-
pany. Last year, they paid him more 
than $3.5 million. Not bad. Now he 
wants to swing right back through the 
revolving door again and once again 
regulate those same drug companies— 
regulate them at least until he decides 
to spin through the revolving door 
again and make more money from drug 
companies. 

I don’t think private sector experi-
ence should disqualify anyone from 
serving. I am rooting as hard as anyone 
for an HHS Secretary who actually 
cares about the job. But the American 
people deserve to know that the person 
running HHS is looking out for them 
and not for his own bank accounts or 
for the profits of his former employer 
or what makes him more marketable 
to his next employer. 

That is why Mr. Azar faced some 
very tough questions in his confirma-
tion hearing before the HELP Com-
mittee about whether he would be will-
ing to hold giant drug companies ac-
countable when they break the law. 
After all, he worked for Eli Lilly while 
they were cleaning up the mess after 
being forced to pay the largest crimi-
nal fine of its kind in U.S. history—a 
punishment for lying about one of its 
drugs and peddling that drug to nurs-
ing homes as a treatment for dementia 
and Alzheimer’s with no proof that it 
worked. The word for that, by the way, 
is ‘‘fraud.’’ Eli Lilly’s scheme cost the 
government, and taxpayers, billions of 
dollars. 

Mr. Azar started out by saying the 
right thing about this. He said: 

Oh, that sort of behavior is unacceptable. 
Of course, anyone who breaks the law should 
be held accountable. 
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